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This book is well-written and well-produced, and its central 
theme is very convincingly presented, namely that the most 
significant single factcr in the rise of science in the humanis- 
tic context was the invention of printing. The peroration puts 
the matter in a nutshell: “The widening of education, the pro- 
liferation of ideas, the rise of experimental science would all 
have been impossible without the use of print. It altered the 
world.” 
In accordance with this view, the author starts out with 
perhaps, in a factual connotation, the most interesting section 
of the whole work -- a history of printing full of specific 
detail of processes and modifications which the survey shows to 
have been epoch-making. A balance is most skillfully struck 
between considerations of mechanisms and of people implicated. 
With this emphasis on the role of printing at the outset, it 
is striking that manuscript sources are not as completely ruled 
out as is commonly done on principle in assessing influences, 
particularly in the history of mathematics in this and later 
periods. The title page is ornamented by a facsimile of “Thomas 
Harriet’s working of a binary notation” from a composite illus- 
tration in the text (p. 151), which also shows his geometrical 
diagram for his conformality theorem. The dustcover has picked 
on these items to offset in discreet background the stark dorsal 
view of a man’s muscles from a 1578 medical treatise, consider- 
ably earlier. The anatomical figure symbolises not only the 
medical aspect, but the humanism in the title, which stands out 
correspondingly in very large letters. 
In the text, however, the relationship is reversed: humanism 
(in the historical sense, different from the modern) is not a 
main theme of the book unless equated with printing, and its 
origins and the fluidity of the concept are discussed in only 
one brief chapter harking back to pre-Tudor times. Linked with 
patronage and other (religious) ethics in closer study in the 
third chapter and with education in the fourth, it becomes 
secondary to the practical issues involved and is eclipsed in 
interest by these. Medicine, on the other hand, with natural 
history attached, takes second place to mathematics, admittedly 
not in the pure sense illustrated by the Harriot facsimiles, 
but as being at the core of all other science, in chapters 5 
and 6 on pre-Tudor and Tudor mathematical sciences and scientists. 
The following chapters 7 and 8 on pre-Tudor and Tudor medicine 
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and natural history, and 9 on “The naturalists,” give no more 
space to the rival topic and lean more heavily on the printing 
aspect with many more illustrations. (There is only one 
“mathematical” illustration besides the Harriot facsimiles, a 
page from Billingley’s Euclide (p. 139) chosen to show different 
typefaces and not for the discussion on cylinders which it 
reproduces. ) 
Moreover the mathematical aspect invades even the medical 
side, when for instance Robert Record the doctor-mathematician 
and, possibly under his influence, John Dee are quoted on the 
importance of number in medicine (p. 195). 
For the historian of mathematics, the work is seen to rely 
considerably on E.G. R. Taylor, oompleted and brought up to date 
by laudable reference to primary sources and more recent scholar- 
ship, particularly in the case of Harriot. The author is, like 
Professor Taylor, concerned more with applications than with 
mathematical ideas in process of evolution. Where her commentary 
touches on the less tangible, it is to take up the thread of 
mystic and cabalistic or hermetic thought with Frances Yates and 
her searching unravelment of its background effects throughout 
the Tudor period. 
This book is therefore emphatically one for the general 
reader and not for the specialist. But the wealth of references 
cannot fail to make it invaluable even to the specialist able 
to follow them up, a benefit that would be greatly enhanced if 
footnotes were included in the index. This lack is minimised 
to some extent by each work being cited in full without recourse 
to “ibid” or “10~. cit.“, although the repetition on one page 
seems superfluous when one footnote could have done for all. It 
is refreshing to find no stale reproduction of hackneyed refer- 
ences to originals manifestly not consulted at first hand, and 
the true authority for second-hand quotations always indicated. 
It is clear that we are offered here the cream of a very compre- 
hensive programme of reading. It is eminently an introduction 
to the study of those specialist writings on which it is based, 
while providing a most telling framework by collating their 
findings. For readers not pursuing any of the threads further, 
one may regret the lack of biographical data of any kind for a 
large proportion of the vast number of persons named, many not 
in the index, which in any case does not supply missing dates of 
birth or death or other identification marks. 
Since Harriot has been singled out for the frontispiece and 
is likely to be inquired for through the index by many not 
already familiar with his name, it is just to emend what is 
otherwise a most admirable account of him by pointing out that 
piecemeal examination and report on his manuscripts has occurred 
quite significantly before, and is only being pursued more 
vigorously now. That Harriot bequeathed his papers to Torporley 
(p. 152) is strictly erroneous and doubtless intended to convey 
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that the task of publication was so bequeathed. The references 
given will help to complete the list of Harriot’s mathematical 
attainments; but it seems a pity that the opportunity was missed 
to reinstate the testimony of Savilian Professor S.P. Rigaud 
which has been almost universally ignored for over 130 years, 
that Harriot, so far from remaining in the orbit of Vieta for 
whom negative numbers were taboo, admitted imaginary numbers as 
existing in the mind and wrote the square root of a negative 
number exactly as we do. 
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This book deals with one of the most neglected areas of 
philosophy, one that nowadays is cultiyated mostly by philosophers 
ignorant of mathematics or mathematicians ignorant of philosophy. 
Despite its title and a reference to “the originality of this 
project” (p. viii) this work is not an original monograph but a 
collection of readings preceded by useful didactic introductions. 
Moreover it is the selection of a nonmathematical philosopher 
rather than that of a mathematician: Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, 
Hobbes, Locke, Newton, Leibniz, Berkeley, Hume, Kant, Mill, 
Frege, Stenius, Axinn, and Black. The mathematician may object 
to most of these selections because their authors did not or do 
not master any branch of mathematics. And he may miss the names 
of a number of mathematicians that did have something important 
to say about the nature of mathematics, such as Archimedes, Pap- 
pus, Pascal, d’Alembert, Hilbert, Peano, Russell, Couturat, 
Enriques, Beth, and Kreisel. But if he wants to know what philo- 
sophers think about mathematics then he will be well served by 
this volume. Some selections will amuse him and others will 
enrage him, but a few will instruct him and the whole may chal- 
lenge him to embark on what is badly needed, namely the construc- 
tion of a systematic philosophy of mathematics combining an 
adequate knowledge of both mathematics and philosophy. 
